this special order to discuss the whole
issue of legal immigrants.

What we have to do is come up with
some reasonable approaches to fund
welfare. We have to come up with
things that will help us change the way
we provide welfare assistance. We have
to streamline, obviously, the process.
We have to make it workable, so that
ultimately, people will work and be off
of welfare, but we have to attack the
problem where the problem lies.

Why go after legal immigrants who,
as we can see from the studies, the em-
pirical data, all of which show that im-
migrants by far contribute much more
than they ever consume. Not only that,
but if you are going to attack a popu-
lation for purposes of welfare reform,
why attack the group that is making
least use of welfare? It does not make
any sense. But that is the direction
some of the Members of Congress would
seem to want to head in, and | think
that is unfortunate because what we
find is that rather than have reform we
are ending up with expediency, and to
me that does not make the best sense;
this is not the way to legislate.
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| believe when we have a chance to
closely look at the issue, especially the
issue with regard to legal immigrants,
we are going to see that rather than
try to dissuade or punish people who
are showing industry and entrepreneur-
ship, the American dream, that are
trying to do the things that make us
America, what we will see is there will
be | hope a change of heart and a rec-
ognition that what we must do is tack-
le the problem, and with welfare that
means of course making sure we put
people on a program where we tell
them here is the plan, you have to fol-
low this plan. You may need some as-
sistance now, so we are going to give
you some assistance. You may need
some education, you may need some
training and we are going to give you
that. And once that is done, we want
you to work. And you are going to
work, because that is why you are on
welfare, to transition off of welfare
back to being a productive, paying
member of society.

And when we do that, when we pro-
vide that training and the education, if
the person happens to lack some skills
and education is necessary, and if the
person maybe has a child, maybe pro-
vide the child care to let the person get
to school or get to work, and make
some health care available so a person
does not have to worry about the child
getting sick or the individual getting
sick, when we can transition them off
and see them become productive, then
we have true welfare reform. And in
the process of coming up with that pro-
gram we have to come up with the fi-
nancing for it, and in coming up with
the financing for it we should be ad-
dressing the issues that relate to wel-
fare, not going after a population that
is demonstrating in every respect the
American dream.
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I think that is where we have to head
and | hope that is where we will head,
and perhaps by having full, open dis-
cussions on this we will head in that
direction.

That is my hope, and | hope to have
a chance over the course of the next
days and weeks as we discuss welfare
reform to bring this issue closer to the
fore so people can have an opportunity
to understand it, recognize it, and then
act based on full, complete and accu-
rate information.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | thank the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BECERRA] for call-
ing this special order tonight on the subject of
immigrants and welfare benefits. As we de-
bate the complex and sometimes heated is-
sues surrounding immigration generally, | am
hopeful that the tone of this discussion will be
both reasonable and balanced.

Furthermore, | hope that this special order,
and others to follow, will deflate some of the
politically-charged myths surrounding the im-
migration debate.

One of the myths often cited to support the
contention that immigrants cost more than
they contribute is that they are heavy users of
welfare. The facts, however, are very different.
When refugees are excluded, statistics show
that immigrants of working age are consider-
ably less likely than native-born residents of
working age to receive welfare.

Only 3.9 percent of immigrants, who come
to the United States to join family members or
to work, rely on public assistance, compared
to 4.2 percent of native-born residents.

The failure to differentiate between the legal
status of refugees—who are explicitly entitled
to public benefits upon arrival—and other im-
migrants contributes greatly to continuing
misperceptions and to proposals of potentially
ineffective policies.

It should also be noted that those legal im-
migrants who seek public assistance must
meet much tougher standards for the major
programs than native-born residents, while un-
documented immigrants are ineligible for any
public assistance except emergency medical
care under Medicaid and some nutrition pro-
grams.

Another one of the myths surrounding immi-
grants and welfare benefits is that these bene-
fits act as a magnet which attract immigrants
to the United States. According to an INS re-
port on the legalized alien population, this is
simply untrue.

Fully 64 percent of legal immigrants come to
the United States to join family members, 14
percent come because U.S. employers need
their skills, and 16 percent are fleeing political
persecution. Very few immigrants come to the
United States seeking public assistance.

Undocumented immigrants legalized under
the amnesty program come to the United
States for the same reasons: to join close
family members—62 percent, to work—94 per-
cent, and to flee repression—28 percent, not
to use public services like welfare.

Mr. Speaker, most of the Republican wel-
fare reform proposals would hurt U.S. citizens
and their sponsored relatives. Some of these
proposals involve outright bans on more than
60 Federal programs for legal immigrants who
have not yet become citizens.

One of these proposals would require Fed-
eral programs to report to the INS all legal im-
migrants who receive benefits for more than 1
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year. These immigrants would be considered
public charges by the INS and therefore sub-
ject to deportation.

| urge my colleagues to examine the facts
and not the myths surrounding the debate on
immigrants and welfare benefits.

The facts are these, Mr. Speaker, and they
speak for themselves.

Immigrants pay more in taxes than they re-
ceive in benefits. According to the Urban Insti-
tute, legal and undocumented immigrants
combined, pay approximately $70.3 billion per
year in taxes and receive $42.9 billion in serv-
ices such as education and public assistance.

Legal immigrants’ Social Security deduc-
tions help keep the Social Security system sol-
vent. Because immigrants tend to be young
and have years of work ahead of them, they
are significant contributors to the Social Secu-
rity system.

The combined total of all immigrants’ in-
come came to $285 billion according to the
1990 census. This was 8 percent of all income
earned in the United States, and equal to im-
migrants’ share of the population—7.9 per-
cent. Immigrants spend much of their income
on U.S. goods and services, helping to spur
the U.S. economy forward.

Undocumented immigrant workers provide
tax dollars to the United States because un-
documented workers are subject to payroll de-
ductions and income taxes, they help to sup-
port programs like unemployment insurance
and Social Security, even though they them-
selves are not eligible for benefits from these
programs. In 1990, undocumented immigrants
paid $2.7 billion in Social Security and $168
million in unemployment insurance.

Once again, | thank Mr. BECERRA for his
leadership on this important issue.

RETURNING DECISIONMAKING TO
THE STATES AND LOCALITIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
WALDHOLTZ). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 1995, the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. EHR-
LICH] is recognized for 30 minutes as
the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. EHRLICH. Madam Speaker, | rise
to enter into a colloquy with my col-
league from California. Madam Speak-
er, cliches are very popular in politics
as we all know, particularly in election
years. Everyone is pro-small business,
everyone loves the family, everyone is
tough on crime, everyone likes the
middle class, cares about the middle
class, wants to support the middle
class.

The problem, Madam Speaker, is that
right here in the House of Representa-
tives is where the rubber meets the
road, and cliches are know longer good
enough. This is where the votes occur,
this is where the lines are drawn in the
sand and this is where positions are
taken that we must defend come every
other November.

Right now the tough votes with re-
spect to regulatory reform are being
taken every day in this House. It is
part of the Contract With America, it
is a very important part of the Con-
tract With America, but it is also what
the people want.
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I direct a comment to my colleague
from California. | was amazed, Madam
Speaker, that in the course of our cam-
paign we targeted the small business
community, we went around top strip
shopping malls and would ask owners
what is the number one issue for you
ma’am, or sir. And | thought the an-
swer | would receive would concern it-
self with the legal environment in the
State of Maryland, or the availability
of capital, or employee problems. But,
Madam Speaker, by far and away the
No. 1 problem that the small business
community in the second district has
is the regulatory burden that govern-
ment at all levels has placed upon it.
And this was surprising to me.

And | direct a question to my col-
league from California. Did he also find
this to be the case in his campaign?

Mr. RADANOVICH. If | may, if the
gentleman will yield, I would like to
tell the audience a bit of a story that
happened in my district with regard to
small business. There was a killer in
my district. My name is GEORGE
RADANOVICH from the San Joaquin Val-
ley in California. A little to the south
of me, not necessarily in my district
but very close, there was a Kkiller on
the loose and the Federal Government
swooped down on this person one day
and came down on this killer as he was
disking his farm there in Kern County,
CA and arrested the man. He was, as |
said, out on a tractor disking his field
as he was preparing it for the crop he
was hoping to harvest a few months
later. This man was the Kkiller. They
arrested him and they took the weapon
at the scene of the crime. And the
weapon itself was a tractor and in
disking what he had done was he had
killed five rats, and this was under the
Endangered Species regulation. Actu-
ally, he is in court right now facing |
believe a 6-year sentence and a $100,000
fine, and what he did was he killed five
rats while he was trying to go about
the business of farming on the ground
that he owned.

This 1is the kind of legislation,
Madam Speaker, that we are running
into in our districts, and it is not so
much, granted you know the way that
they are dealing with this issue is a
real problem, but the whole point of
the problems in endangered species leg-
islation or any regulation is where it is
coming from.

And | think we heard plenty today
and over the past few weeks when we
are trying to get rid of some of the reg-
ulations that come out of this body,
what we are trying to do is send it to
the local level so that at the local level
those regulations will begin to make a
little bit of sense. When the far-reach-
ing arm of Washington reaches down
from 3,000 miles away and abducts a
farmer for disking his own field or kill-
ing rats, it is a pretty good indication
of the fact that regulation from Wash-
ington does not work very well. Food
programs from Washington do not
work very well, crime programs from
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Washington do not work very well in
Fresno.

What we need to do and | hope what
we are doing by block granting is get-
ting those funds into the district and
placing them into the proper hands for
people to take care of the problem lo-
cally, because | do not know, nobody in
this body knows how to take care of
crime better in Fresno than my mayor,
Jim Patterson, and my police chief, Ed
Winchester and my sheriff, Steve
Magarian. Those guys know it the best,
and that is the problem | have with
regulation coming out of this floor out
of Washington, DC.

My colleague from Maryland has
some similar examples as well, and |
am sure he would like to be able to re-
late them. 1 have a whole list of these
too.

Mr. EHRLICH. I know you know, but
I only have all night. Actually we do
not have all night, and | thank the gen-
tleman from California.

I think the American people are find-
ing out that one of the themes behind
the Contract With America was this
devolution of power back from the Fed-
eral Government to the States, to the
local, because as the gentleman so elo-
quently stated, the locals know better.
They know what best to do with the
money that the taxpayers generate.
And in this way we can cut out the
middle-man and in fact send them the
same amount of money and get better
service, and that is what this whole
thing is all about.

I know the gentleman is familiar
with some of the more dramatic num-
bers, Madam Speaker, that have been
generated over the last few years. The
number of pages in the Federal Reg-
ister reached 64,914 in 1994, the most
since 1980. Federal regulatory agencies
currently employ 131,412 people at an
annual cost of $11.9 billion, both record
numbers.

The Clinton regulatory plan released
last November, which | know the gen-
tleman is familiar with, shows that the
administration plans to pursue 43,000
additional regulatory actions after FY
1995 and beyond. In the last 6 months of
FY 1994 alone, the Federal Government
completed 767 rules and regulations.
The Clinton Administration’s National
Performance Review stated that the
compliance costs imposed by Federal
regulations on the private sector alone
were ‘‘at least $430 billion per year or 9
percent of our gross domestic product,”
and as the gentleman knows, one of the
frustrating parts of this debate is the
fact that we have not focused in on the
job loss. We zero in on costs, we talk
about anecdotes, we have our anec-
dotes, the other side has their anec-
dotes, but we do not quantify. And | am
not sure it is quantifiable, the extent
to which overregulation costs us jobs
in this economy.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Madam Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield, | have an-
other tale of what happens in my dis-
trict. | also represent grazing land in
the Sierra National Forest. Part of my
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district allows, over the past 20 years,
cattleman to do summer grazing in the
Sierras by permit. There are people
who have been up there and using the
same ground over a 20-year period.

Let me tell you, Madam Speaker,
what is happening in my district right
now, and this is through the National
Environmental Policy Act which re-
quires a biological study now for every-
body who goes up in there. Remember,
these people have been up there for the
past 20 years. And they are gearing up
for their season which when the snow
melts will start this spring. They are
being told through this National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act that they have
to do a biological study. This requires
thousands of dollars, it requires
months to do. If they were to do it now,
it would be ready in the winter of the
following year. They could be locked
out of 1 year in the Sierra Nevadas.

My cattleman in my area are facing
the fact of having to sell down the
herds they have built up over many
many years and taking capital gains
losses over that, simply because a rule
that stated that these people have to
go through biological studies that will
take months instead of being flexible
to allow that to happen over a period of
maybe 1 or 2 years, knowing the fact
that they have been up there for the
last hundreds of years and the Sierras
are still there, that they cannot dem-
onstrate any flexibility. That rep-
resents a loss of business and a loss of
jobs, and again it is just another exam-
ple of laws and regulations coming out
of Washington that are better served
coming out at the local level because
they make more sense.

Mr. EHRLICH. If the gentleman will
yield, the point is very well-taken.
When we talk about regulations some-
times we forget it is the American
consumer in fact who actually pays the
cost, not just with respect to job loss
but also increased prices at the grocery
store for instance, because it is at the
supermarket where the impact of all of
the regulations we have been talking
about on this floor for the last week
hit home.

I was shocked when the Food Mar-
keting Institute, for instance, which
represents supermarkets and grocery
wholesale ears described to me all of
the regulations that go into the dis-
tribution of grocery products to con-
sumers.

I think the gentleman will agree we
have the most efficient food distribu-
tion system in the world, bringing cus-
tomers a wide variety of goods at low-
est possible prices despite the best ef-
forts of bureaucrats and regulators to
add layers of inefficiency and costs to
the process, but it is acronym city and
that is the problem. We have the
USDA, we have FDA, we have the FTC,
we have the ICC we have the DOT, we
have OSHA, we have EPA, we have the
DOI, we have the CPSC and who knows
what other collection of letters and
acronyms that govern and
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micromanage, in my view, the way this
particular industry operates.

Most of the regulations are well-in-
tended; we all know that. | think we
can all agree with the other side with
respect to that point. Some are nec-
essary. But all of them add up to a
staggering amount of paperwork and
we are going to get into that in a
minute | know, and red tape and costs
that often makes food distributors feel
as though their primary business is
satisfying government regulators and
not meeting consumer demands. And if
the gentleman would let me just have
another 20 seconds | will throw an ex-
ample in here, and I know the gen-
tleman has a lot of anecdotes he wants
to share with the American people and
I also want to hear them, but let us
begin with the basic food group, fruits
and vegetables.

Does the gentleman know under
PACA, the 65-year-old Perishable Agri-
cultural Commodities Act, retailers
and wholesale grocers are forced to pay
a fee for the privilege of selling fresh
and frozen products in their own
stores? Grocers pay millions of dollars
in license fees, and that is what they
are, license fees, for this outdated, in-
efficient, and unfair program.

Five years ago an advisory commit-
tee recommended changes to PACA. No
changes have been implemented.
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I have in my hand, in fact, a letter
from a constituent in Maryland. He
owns a small chain of grocery stores
right around the corner from where |
live with my wife. PACA costs his four
stores alone $1,600 a year; his contribu-
tion, one grocer in Maryland’s con-
tribution, to the $500 billion annual
cost of Federal regulation in the gro-
cery industry alone.

It gets crazier.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Madam Speaker,
if the gentleman would yield, 1 have
another story.

I think in my district an article was
written recently in our local paper that
talked about the hand ‘“Biting the
Hand that Feeds Us’ was the name of
this article in Fresno, and it talked
about how we are biting the hand of big
Government that is feeding my valley
to the tune of about $4.6 billion a year,
and the article went on to say that it
covers the various benefits, quote un-
quote benefits, that come from Wash-
ington into the district to the tune of
about $4.6 billion. That includes every-
thing, pensions, AFDC, farm subsidies,
the whole bit. You name it. Four point
six billion dollars in there.

And the tone of the article, which is
quite interesting, was the fact that we
are—you know, can the valley survive
a hit of $4.6 billion, and went on to say
how, no, we cannot, we cannot survive
without the help of the Federal Gov-
ernment. In a small sentence at the
end of the article it did say, however,
that $5.3 billion left the valley to come
to Washington, and so the point that
was never made was that $5.3 billion
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was paid in taxes from my district. My
district got $4.6 billion less. Now there
is a discrepancy there of about $700
million, and | would like to make the
case that if that, those dollars, never
left Fresno, solving the same problems,
they would have $700 million more to
deal with on the local level, and, my
colleagues, that is what | think we are
trying to get at here in Washington
when we are talking about regulatory
control.

No. 1, the regulations do not make
sense from Washington. No. 2, you give
the money back to the States and let
them deal with their own problems.
They got more money to begin with,
and they are going to be much more
reasonable in their regulation.

It boils down to me, too, of trusting
other people.

Mr. EHRLICH. Madam speaker, |
thank the gentleman, and | know many
people on our side have thousands of
anecdotes we would love to share with
the American people. We have all been
doing that on talk radio, C-Span, in
newspapers, in town meetings with our
constituents.

Just a short one for you:

What about the cardboard boxes that
contain grocery products that we all
buy? The Department of Labor has
fined grocers literally millions of dol-
lars, and they are still doing it because
a 1954 regulation named the Hazardous
Occupation Order No. 12 prohibits 16-
and 17-year-olds from even tossing a
cardboard box into a baler. Has the ad-
ministration revised the law to keep up
with the safety design standards found
in all modern balers? No. Does the ad-
ministration have any data to justify
its unrelenting enforcement? No.

Last year, before we got here, 72
Members of Congress, Democrats and
Republicans alike, asked the adminis-
tration to address this issue. Still no
action, and that goes back to the ear-
lier point, the job loss. We need to
focus in on that in the course of our de-
bate over this whole issue of regulatory
reform in our country.

Do you agree?

Mr. RADANOVICH. | agree with you,
and | have got another tale to tell:

Madam Speaker, water is an impor-
tant commodity in our district. We
have a network of dams that supply ag-
ricultural water and also water to our
cities. Under a different majority in
1992 we had what is called the CVPIA,
which is the Central Valley Project Im-
provement Act. During that time there
was a study to be initiated on one of
the major streams in my district that
was dammed, and the study would re-
quire $5 million allocated for that
study as well to study the establish-
ment, reestablishment, of a fishery,
and what the study was intended to
show in 1996 was a way that we could
take water from agriculture and rees-
tablish a fishery that had disappeared
with the establishment of the dam in
the 1960’s. The study was supposed to
say that any project that came up with
that, those results, had to be reason-
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able, prudent and feasible, and so since
1992 they began their study, and just
the mere consideration of this study,
which everybody knew would bankrupt
agriculture in the valley for the
amount of water that would have to be
taken from agriculture to replenish
this stream, my farmers were facing
decrease in land values. They were not
getting loans at the bank simply be-
cause of the mere thought of doing
something like this. Everybody knew
that it was going to take so much
water that it would literally destroy
agriculture in my valley.

Thank God the other day we were
able to stop this study, but it is just
another example of somebody’s idea of,
yes, it would be very nice to have fish
back in the San Joaquin River. You
put a price tag to that with these ideas
that come out of Washington. You can
quickly find that they are neither rea-
sonable, prudent and feasible, and you
do not have to spend $5 million finding
that out.

And the list goes on, and again |
think that it drives home the point
that we in Washington and these Mem-
bers of Congress on both sides of the
aisle are going to have to realize that
America can trust not only us, but
every other elected official all the way
down to dog catcher in Main Street
USA to successfully deal with problems
and allow them to do that. | think that
is what the evolution is all about, and
I think that is what block granting is
all about. It is by Members of Congress
admitting that they do not know, they
do not know every detail of the prob-
lems in every little town and down-
town America.

Mr. EHRLICH. Madam Speaker, if
the gentleman would yield on that
point, just a short question.

All the horror stories that we hear,
regardless of the issue, welfare, crime,
regulation, at the very foundation of
these horror stories, or these alleged
horror stories, or these fear-mongering
stories, it seems to me is implicit dis-
trust of the State governments in this
country, of local governments in this
country, and concomitant with that is
the thought that only the Federal Gov-
ernment can do it right, and we cannot
trust in this country any other level of
government.

Mr. RADANOVICH. In the recent
crime bill, which is interesting because
it illustrates this point, during the de-
bate on the crime bill which were block
granting funds down to the State level,
and hopefully to the local level and
back into the jurisdictions where they
can solve their problems, a comment
was made by someone on the other side
of the aisle saying the very same thing,
that we cannot trust. What we cannot
do is trust the people on the local level
to properly implement those funds.

And | am sitting here thinking I have
got prime problems in Fresno, CA.
That is the heart of my district. It is a
wonderful place, but it has got a prob-
lem with crime, and I am sitting here
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thinking | am going to trust this per-
son on the other side of the aisle who
has never been to Fresno, | guarantee
it, to know how to solve problems in
my community. By the way, midnight
basketball would not work there—and
not trust the people, the good people
that are really on the frontlines trying
to solve the problems, and to trust
them to do it, and | mean | do not even
know enough about how to solve crime
in Fresno.

What I do is | rely on the people that
the citizens of those communities
elected to solve those problems and
give them every resource that | can
unencumbered, and it is this basic mis-
trust that is why | wanted to give that
argument. It is that basic mistrust of
local and State officials is what the
problem the other side of the aisle has.

Mr. EHRLICH. Let alone the private
sector; G-d forbid we would trust the
private sector.

In fact, and | do not think the gen-
tleman from California saw this, just
the roofers in my district, just one
small industry in the Second Congres-
sional District in Maryland, sent to me
50 pages of petitions asking me to sup-
port House Bill 450. Can you imagine if
we magnify, if we multiply, this times
all the small business people in this
country who are crying out for help
who cannot afford to hire a lawyer to
represent them in an administrative
action or a legal proceeding or cannot
afford the plane fare to come here in
Washington and plead their case?

I know the gentleman from Califor-
nia wants to comment on this, but it
seems to me that we need House Bill
450. We need the moratorium. Let us
inventory all these regulations. We are
not saying they are all bad; some are
absolutely required. We have built in
emergency exceptions, as the gen-
tleman will recall from the debate last
week. We need cost-benefit analysis
and risk assessment. Since when did
this become such a radical thought?
When did looking at the relative costs
and looking at the relative benefits, in
addition to the absolute risk that a
particular regulation brings into ques-
tion, when did that become such a radi-
cal thought in this government?
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| think the gentleman will also agree
that the Regulatory Flexibility Act,
House Bill 926 we debated today with
respect to judicial review, is an idea
whose time has come; paperwork re-
duction on the floor last week, is an
idea whose time has come, making it
stronger; and, of course, private prop-
erty protection. Since when did the
idea that government should pay for
infringing on your right, your constitu-
tional right, to enjoy your own private
property, when did that become a radi-
cal thought in this country, | would
ask the gentleman?

Mr. RADANOVICH. If the gentleman
will yield, I guess | want to respond by
saying that we on this side of the aisle,
the gentleman from Maryland and I,
are both freshmen, we are new here,
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but everybody on this side of the aisle
has been accused of hating mom and
kids and apple pie and dogs and every-
thing else. The point that we are try-
ing to get across to the American peo-
ple is that we have more resources to
solve problems if they depend less on
435 elected officials and begin to de-
pend more on the thousands of elected
officials all across the land. That is
when we will start getting regulation
that makes sense, and people will begin
respecting this body once we begin to
respect other elected officials on the
local level to do the right thing. Be-
cause | have no question, I am here to
do the right thing, and | do not ques-
tion any other Member of this House to
say that they are not doing the right
thing, because | believe they are. But
the fact of the matter is we have got to
begin to trust in the elected system
and that the people that sent us here
also sent other people to other posts
and we can allow them to have the re-
sponsibility to do their jobs, and keep-
ing tax dollars in districts.

Mr. EHRLICH. | think the gentleman
makes a good point. No one questions
motive.

Mr. RADANOVICH. | get tired of
hearing | hate apple pie, mom, and
Kids.

Mr. EHRLICH. It is fear mongering.
you see it played out time and time
again in the national politics everyday
that we have the Contract With Amer-
ica on the floor of this House. Because
the problem is, and | think some people
either do not want to admit this, they
still deny it, they do not want to
confront it, is that the American peo-
ple voted for fundamental change in
this country on November 8th. And we
are here, me and you, we are a tangible
result of that change. And it is not a
partisan issue, but it is a conservative
issue. The people that the American
people sent to this House this time are
willing to challenge the fundamental
assumptions that this Government and
this House in fact has operated under
for the last 40 years. We are ready to
return power to the states, we are
ready to return power to the local gov-
ernments, and we are ready to return
power to the people. That is what we
campaigned on, and that is what we in-
tend to deliver, Madam Speaker. |
know the gentleman from California
has a lot of anecdotes he would like to
share.

Mr. RADANOVICH. | think I got my
point across. | just needed to say that.
I think American needs to hear the
fact we are here trying to do some
good, and | think we are. But until we
start relying on other people in this
country, you know, it is going to get
worse.

Mr. EHRLICH. It is that concept of
personal responsibility.

Madam Speaker, we appreciate the
opportunity to talk about this issue to-
night, and we will at this point yield
back the remainder of our time.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KLINK) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. KLINK, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SKAGGS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MILLER of California, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. BROWDER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. TowNs, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. WELDON of Florida, for 5 minutes
each day, on March 1, 2, and 3.

Mr. GRAHAM, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. SEASTRAND, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, for 5 minutes, on
March 2.

Mr. Kim, for 5 minutes, on March 3.

Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HEFLEY, for 5 minutes, on March
2.

Mr. HAYWORTH, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, for 5 minutes,
on March 2.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KLINK) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. MINETA.

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. VISCLOSKY.

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey.

Mrs. MALONEY.

Mr. DELLUMS.

Mr. CARDIN.

Ms. WOOLSEY.

Ms. ESHOO.

Ms. DANNER.

Mr. KLECZKA.

Mr. BRYANT of Texas.

Mr. UNDERWOOD.

Mr. POSHARD.

Mr. BECERRA.

Mr. FOGLIETTA.

Mr. NADLER.

Mrs. CoLLINs of Illinois.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. ARCHER.

Mr. HOUGHTON.

Mr. GILMAN.

Mr. ROGERS.

Mrs. SEASTRAND.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana.

Mr. PETRI.

Mr. SOLOMON.
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